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Planning & Development Standing Committee
Wednesday, January 5, 2022 



Planning & Development                           1/5/2022                                         Page 2 of 28

Attorney Nestor stated that the abutters to the property had been invited to a meet and greet at the
property on August 4, 2021, but only Mr. Minton, owner of the Wingaersheek Inn and Motel, attended.
He stated at the meet and greet the applicants and himself had addressed some of Mr. Minton
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A1. (Nestor):  Stated he had not been out to the property in a while.  Stated that he believed boats were
being removed during the summertime.  He added that if there were boats still there he would ensure that
they were removed before this coming Friday (1/7/2022) as there was snow predicted.  

Q2. (Gilman):  Stated on the application, in the Proposed Zoning Classification line, it showed as
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A11. (Schenk):  Stated that that was correct.  He added that it would depend on what wastewater disposal
system the owner was planning for the 44R property.  He stated that it was going to be an onsite septic
system, but that a soil evaluation needed to be done onsite to determine what size, if any, septic system
could be installed.  He stated that another issue would be if there was the capability of bringing in the
municipal sewer system, then the owner would need to use the municipal sewer system as the primary
source of wastewater disposal.  

The Public Health Director shared his screen to show a timed, aerial view of #44 & #44R Concord
Street from Google Earth starting with 2005 through October of 2020.  

The Public Health Director stated the above slide was an aerial view of the property from October 2020.

Attorney Nestor stated the property owner
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Q14. (Gilman):  Stated the residents that signed the Petition of Support provided to the City Council
were not direct abutters to the property.  Asked how the direct abutters felt about the application.
Councilor Grow added that the residents who signed the petition had no relevance to the matter.
A14. (Nestor):  Stated when he first got involved in this matter, he discovered after the fact that
apparently an abutters
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There was further discussion regarding the organization of a site visit and notification of the abutters.  It
was determined that Attorney Nestor would speak to his client regarding the logistics of a site visit.

This matter was continued to the January 19, 2022 P&D meeting.

2. RZ2021-003:  In accordance with GZO Sec. 1.11.2(a), amend GZO Secs. 2.3.1 �³Residential Uses� ;́
3.2 �³Dimensional Table� ;́ 3.2.2 �³Dimensional Requirements for Multi-family Dwelling and Their
Accessory Uses (other than signs)� ;́ and 3.1.6(b) �³Building Heights in Excess of 35 Feet�  ́ (Cont.
from 12/8/21; TBC 1/5/22)

Summary of Discussion:  Planning Director, Gregg Cademartori shared his screen (slides on file):

The Planning Director stated he would be presenting the proposed zoning amendments to the Use and
Dimensional Requirements for one-, two- and three-family, and multifamily housing.  He stated that this
matter was initiated last year and that the Planning Board had made their recommendation to the City
Council late last year.  

The Planning Director gave a brief overview to his presentation.
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The Planning Director explained that the Housing Production Plan was a voluntary, but important effort
developed back in 2017 in partnership with the Metropolitan Area Planning Council (MAPC).  He stated
that the effort involved a housing needs assessment, as well as the setting of goals and policies.  He
explained that the Housing Production Plan encompassed the overall supply of housing and not just
affordable housing. 

The Planning Director pointed out the highlights of the Needs Assessment including an aging population
within the City and overall household size declining, as well as determining the need across all income
levels for different types of housing.  
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The Planning Director stated the above information was taken directly from the Housing Production
Plan.  

The Planning Director stated this slide showed a summation of all the census efforts over the last several
hundred years.  He stated in current years the Building Department received approximately fifty single or
two-family units permitting applications per year.  He stated there was also a trend of an increase in two-
family development.
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The Planning Director shared a listing of developments from the last ten years within the City.  He
explained that the red asterisks represented that the development had some level of affordability included
in them.  

The Planning Director stated that affordable housing production was one of the primary goals of the
Housing Production Plan.  He stated he anticipated approximately five new units available each year over
the next four years based on what was currently permitted with 2024 having a potential of approximately
40 units.  He stated 7.6% of the City
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The Planning Director stated the above two slides were a line drawing and then the finished product of
an ADU in Magnolia.   
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The Planning Director stated the above slides were examples of different types of ADUs.
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The Planning Director highlighted the changes to the Inclusionary Housing Requirements.

Councilor Grow asked the Planning Director to explain AMI and what affordability meant in terms of
80% or 60%.  The Planning Director stated affordable housing had been defined by HUD to be available
to households that made 80% of the area median income so that the total housing cost was less than 30%
of earnings.  He explained that the statistic was calculated by using a region and that the City
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The Planning Director pointed out the area on the landing page of the City
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He explained the above slide showed the City
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The Planning Director explained the next proposed amendment was to allow the consideration of two-
family dwellings by special permit in the Coastal Residential (RC-40) district, which could be found in
the Eastern Point area and Magnolia Shore.  He stated that currently RC-40 was only a single-family
district.  

The Planning Director explained the next proposed amendment was to allow the consideration of three-
family dwellings by special permit in the low density residential district (R-30).  

The Planning Director explained that the R-30 district was the light orange/beige area which had a
minimum lot requirement of 30,000 sf.  He stated for consideration of a three-family a lot of about 45,000
sf was required.  He stated this was an expansion of allowance of three-family dwellings in the R-30
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district by special permit, which would be reviewed by the Zoning Board of Appeals who would look at
all the special permit requirements for the potential impact and also compliance for the zoning ordinance
for that use.

The Planning Director stated the last proposed amendment was the allowance of three-family dwellings
by right in the high density residential (R-5) district which currently was allowed by special permit.  He
stated that if a lot complied with all other dimensional requirements, then it would be a question of if a
three-family dwelling could be permitted by right rather than a special permit process.

Councilor O
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area, with some having the potential for conversion.  He added that there were very few vacant lots in this
district.  

There was a discussion regarding the infrastructure in the downtown area supporting conversion (or
construction, if possible) of three-family dwellings.  The Planning Director stated there was a difference
between potential and actual and further stated that in discussions with Public Works there were no
limitations on water or wastewater in these areas.  He stated the potential allowance change was not
proposing to affect the requirement to provide parking.  

Councilor Memhard asked the Planning Director how the parking regulation review process happened
in the context of the proposed changes.  The Planning Director stated that question should be directed to
the Zoning Board in terms of the pattern of review if parking comes up as a request for relief.  He stated
before a permit was issued the standard of what was required in a particular district needed to be
demonstrated to the Building Commissioner or relief needed to be requested.  

There was further discussion regarding affordable housing.  Councilor Worthley asked the Planning
Director for the definition of affordable according to MAPC.  The Planning Director stated the City was
part of a region called the Boston, Cambridge and Quincy Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA).  He
stated HUD summed the income levels in that region and came up with a median which, he stated, did not
align with the City
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The Planning Director stated the above slide showed the proposed amendments for dimensional
changes. 

The Planning Director explained that the first dimensional change was removing the requirement to
double the lot size in the R-80, R-40, RC-40 and R-30 districts for two-family construction or conversion.

The Planning Director stated the above slide showed the existing table for dimensions for one, two and
three-family homes.  He explained the highlighted area as the lot area per dwelling which was the
requirement per dwelling unit on the lot.  
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The Planning Director stated the above slide showed the proposed changes to bring alignment into how
a two-family dwelling was treated in the other districts.  He stated that if a lot was conforming for the
district  by the minimmum lot area requirement, then additional lot area would not be needed to consider
a two-family in those larger lot districts.  He stated this would create additional allowance for conforming
lots in these districts that would not otherwise be allowed to pursue a two-family because there was not
additional lot area.  He stated a rough analysis using the City
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The Planning Director stated the above slide showed an example of a vase-shaped lot, with the property
having a narrow opening at the street and opening up when moving away from the street.  He stated by
bringing lot width and lot frontage into compliance it allowed structures to potentially be sited closer to
the street.  He stated this amendment dealt with the potential ability to minimize impact and create for an
easier lot configuration.  

The above table showed the proposed 3.2 Dimensional Table.

The Planning Director stated the next proposed amendment was the increase in residential height from
30 feet to 35 feet.  He explained that the process for the development of these proposed amendments
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started with a working group that had representation from the City Council, Zoning Board, Planning
Board, the Affordable Housing Trust, the Housing Authority, some housing advocate groups and a
planning consultant.  He stated that the City had applied for, and received, a Technical Assistance Grant
from the Massachusetts Housing Partnership in which the City was paired up with an experienced
planner.  He stated if a three-family structure was constructed with a 35-foot height, then a dormered
story on the third floor could be utilized, which might not be possible with a 30-foot restriction.

The Planning Director stated the areas in red were approved relief of heights between 30 feet and 35
feet.   He stated similar communities in the region had a 35-foot height requirement, including
Manchester, Essex, Hamilton and Wenham.  
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The Planning Director stated the above slides showed examples of current structures within the City
already over 30 feet.  

Councilor Grow asked the Planning Director to explain how building height was calculated.  The
Planning Director stated it was calculated using the height of the structure from the existing average
grade from the ground level to the highest point on all of the corners of the building.   

Councilor Gilman asked the Planning Director to explain the flood plain requirements in terms of
FEMA and the 9-foot lift that the houses must have.  The Planning Director stated there was a hefty
building code and also FEMA regulations relating to height; he stated the flood plain requirements were
for structures to be elevated above a certain elevation that the flood waters were anticipated to reach in
any given year, but stated that there were other factors involved in the complicated calculation.  

The Planning Director stated the next proposed amendment was for an increase in the multifamily height
in downtown from 30 feet currently to 45 feet, which included the Civic Center District and the Central
Business District.  
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He pointed out that the red area was the Central Business District and the yellow showed the Civic Center
District.  

The Planning Director stated the above slide showed a project that had been proposed and permitted in
these districts that hovered around the 45-foot height, which accommodated 4 stories.  He added that the
30-foot height restriction limited the opportunity for housing or office space above.  He stated the
proposed amendment sent the message that there could be the allowance of four stories in these districts.

The Planning Director stated the above showed a depiction of the redevelopment of the YMCA on
Middle Street which has been permitted.
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The Planning Director stated the final proposed amendment was in Sec. 3.1.6 that dealt with height
exceptions and explained that the current language within the ordinance did not address the 45-foot
height.  He stated this would prevent a project from having to seek a height exception if the project was
under 45 feet.  

The Planning Director stated the Planning Board recommendation had been submitted to City Council
which took all of the proposed changes and broke them down into nine specific motions.  He suggested
that the City Council approach each of the proposed amendments separately as each was different but
specific.  
The Members of the P&D Committee thanked the Planning Director for his presentation.

Questions from Councilors:
Q1. (Gilman):  Asked if there were any municipalities that had by right 30 feet on the coastal floodplains
where the FEMA requirements had to be taken into account and the rest of the City as 35, or was the issue
consistency throughout the City without looking at the differences of where the property was located.
A1. (Cademartori):  Stated the State had 351 communities that were able to make their own decisions
and that it was important to be consistent within a specific district, not necessarily community-wide.  

Q2. (Gilman):  Asked if before the next meeting the members of the City Council could partner with a
member of the Planning Board to work within MapGeo to help understand the definition of each section
of each ward, instead of being overwhelmed with the totality of all the amendments.  
A2. (Grow):  Stated the information was very accessible, but time consuming.  He added that around
1969 zoning laws were enacted to ensure that the lots were nonconforming so that the property owner
would be required to come before the permitting body at the time to make any changes and stated, from
his viewpoint, it was more of a protection from any potential change.  
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Councilor O
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The Rules of Procedure were suspended to allow members of the public to verbally ask questions
regarding this matter.

Questions from the public:

Gordon Baird, 27 Fort Hill Avenue
Asked, regarding Eastern Point, what the thinking was behind believing that affordable housing might be
created by taking away the single family-only category in the Eastern Point neighborhood.  He stated
affordable housing was the chief reason behind these proposed amendments.

Tom Robinson-Cox, 5 Haskell Court
Asked what was to prevent the floodgates opening to profitability for developers primarily.  Stated he had
not heard anything that addressed the issue of affordability.   Stated he saw an increase in supply of
housing, not necessarily affordable housing.  Regarding ADUs, he stated that once there were two units
on a property there was nothing to prevent the owner or a subsequent buyer to come in and, by right,
construct two units on a lot where before there was one unit.

Lisa Rigsby, 3 Taylor Court
Asked if data could be provided that led up to the discussions surrounding all of the proposed
amendments.  Asked how the Housing Production Plan addressed the gap in affordable housing and
assisted level housing at all income levels.  Ms. Rigsby was allowed to ask another question later in the
meeting and asked how the by-right clause would affect the public process of board permitting and
change of use.  

Councilor Grow explained that the Housing Production Plan was not specifically affordable housing, but
about creating housing at all levels.  He wished to emphasize that these proposals were designed to create
the availability of housing at all different levels.  

Diana Clark, address not learned
Stated she supported the idea asked earlier by Councilor Gilman regarding pairing up a member of the
Planning Board and a member of the City Council to try to get a better understanding of the districts
within each ward by using MapGeo.

Councilor Grow reminded Ms. Clark that the data was available to everyone on the City
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infrastructure although that seemed to be where a big amount of the changes were directed to go.  He
stated the geographical parts being hit upon were not going to solve the City
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Richard Jabba, 25 Derby Street
Asked if unintended consequences had been discussed as he believed an increase in the density would
increase the housing values which, in turn, would make housing less affordable.  

Mary Ann Albert Boucher, 93 Mt. Pleasant Avenue
Stated she too would appreciate ward meetings for residents to get a better understanding of the impact of
the proposed changes to specific neighborhoods.  

Alexandra Sawyer, Lanesville
Asked if anything had been done to protect the housing stock already existing within the City.  Also asked
if other cities facing similar housing issues had been reviewed to see what solutions those cities had
identified.

Ann Rhinelander, 16 Pine Street
Asked what part MAPC had in directing these changes.

Kelly Seacrest, 9 Whites Mountain Road
Wished to inform the public that the data that was driving the zoning changes was available on
MAPC.org, under Metro Future Plan.  

Denise Pascucci, 20 Birch Grove Heights
Asked if the councilors received the email she sent regarding the November 18, 2021, Planning Board
meeting where a constituent had spoken about the proposed amendments and asked if each of the city
councilors could listen to that meeting to hear the constituent
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